I. INTRODUCTION
The relative protection of fundamental human rights varies considerably among nations, as does the social welfare of individuals. If the sources of this variance can be identified, we may better be able to define and implement policies to advance human rights and welfare across the globe. This article represents a first step toward ascertaining the determinants of national levels of rights and well-being. I examine three potential factors influencing levels of rights and welfare--the prominence of the rule of law, relative wealth, and cultural difference. Various studies have considered these factors and sought to measure their effect, but these studies have considered the factors individually rather than jointly.
For purposes of this article, human rights are defined as the type of individualist negative rights found in the Bill of Rights and the U.S. Constitution. This definition includes such rights as the right to vote in democratic elections, freedom of speech and belief, freedom from imprisonment without due process of law, and analogous rights. I define human welfare as a measure of material well-being sometimes called positive economic rights, either for the average citizen or for the poorest segment of society. Additional detail about these definitions is provided below in my discussion of methodology.
One potential source of human rights and welfare is the prominence of the rule of law. The potential significance of law is most apparent with respect to the classical negative human rights, because such rights are legally defined and legally enforced against an infringing government. Presumably, a nation that constitutionally guarantees basic rights (such as freedom of speech or freedom from unreasonable searches and seizures) would maintain higher levels of such rights.' Other legal factors also may influence the measure of negative human rights throughout the world. Gerald Scully has found an association between common law nations and higher levels of freedom.2 Law and independent courts may be considered central to the creation and protection of rights.' In addition to the substantive content of law, procedural features, such as the position of lawyers, may also influence the protection of human rights. Terence Halliday reports considerable anecdotal evidence of lawyers advancing human rights in different international regimes. 4 One might, therefore, expect a large number of lawyers to enhance the advancement of such rights, as some existing research has found.'
Law may also advance material human welfare insofar as it provides a counterweight to the power of the wealthiest societal group. While most economic systems enable the wealthy or otherwise empowered to have their way, legal systems may provide a brake that limits the exercise of this power. In the United States, one cannot purchase an actual slave, regardless of one's wealth and inclinations. Law may also have a broader influence. For example, lawyers can play a significant role in defining society 's values. 6 This connection seems weaker, though, than the likely association of law and negative human rights. Katarina Tomagevski suggests that the rule of law can contribute more to the protection of human rights than to overall material welfare. 7 Some suggest that the law's devotion to the protection of negative human rights might actually undermine human welfare.' strict judicial independence [to] circumscribe the coercive power of government." Id. at 151. His cross-national empirical analysis indeed found that freedom was greater in common law countries and that the differences were "relatively large and are statistically significant at well above the 1 percent level." Id. at 161.
3. See, e.g., Brian Z. Tamanaha, The Lessons of Law-and-Development Studies, 89 AM. J. INT'L L. 470 (1995) . Tamanaha notes that the law can be used as a "means of social engineering" for achieving "development objectives." Id. at 473. He further observes that when courts are "weak or irrelevant [,] " elites can exercise power more arbitrarily. Id. at 474. He concludes that law may be helpful or even necessary to economic and political development, but that legal development is not itself sufficient to achieve these ends. Another potential source of human rights and welfare is the level of national wealth. The richer a nation, the greater its mean level of material well-being, which may produce a higher level of welfare for the median and poorest groups as well, either through a trickle down of free market benefits or via greater government transfer payments and other public welfare expenditures. Wealth may also contribute to human rights, in that wealthier societies with relatively less concern for material necessities might place greater value on individual rights. Lee Kuan Yew, Singapore's former Prime Minister declared that: "When you are hungry, when you lack basic services, freedom, human rights and democracy do not add up to much." 9 In a Maslovian hierarchy of needs, pursuit of some minimal level of wealth would precede the quest for protection of human rights." 0 One review suggests that civil and political rights have generally expanded in parallel with the expansion of national wealth." The association of wealth and human rights has been empirically suggested in prior research. 2 Some suggest that the positive social rights are an essential prerequisite to individual rights. 3 Yet another influence on human rights and welfare is local culture. Indeed, some maintain that there are no universal rights and that all concepts of rights are culture-based. Other individualist human rights are also affected by cultural traditions. 6 Without entering that debate over the ethnocentrism of specific rights, this study investigates whether the actual protection of traditional Western individual rights is, in fact, culture-based as so often assumed. One can discern the extent to which protection of these rights is culturally based and then draw one's own conclusions regarding the value of the rights.
Culture may also influence human welfare, as some cultures presumably are more altruistic and egalitarian rather than individualist. Mark Casson has observed that culture may influence human welfare, as Eastern economies function differently from those of the West, a feature that may influence overall economic growth, distribution of income, or the level of government transfer payments. 7 One must take care to escape the temptation of sociologically ascribing any and all differences to culture, however. One author found that cultural factors had less effect on welfare than did the country's political and economic institutions. 8 Culture may be a product, rather than the cause, of a nation's law and wealth.
Given the theoretical basis for expecting law, wealth, or culture to affect human rights and welfare, investigation of the empirics is in order. Which factors matter and how much do they matter? While these variables have interrelationships among themselves, the multiple regression format is designed to isolate independent effects of each variable. The following study uses this approach to search for an association between measures of law, 
II. METHODOLOGY
Empirical investigation of the above associations requires a closer definition of terms. For wealth, gross national product is an accepted measure, and this study uses for its independent variable of wealth the per capita gross domestic product of the nation in 1985 (GDP85). For law, no such accepted proxy is available. Rather than attempt somehow to measure the substantive content of the law, this study uses the number of lawyers per capita as the proxy for the prominence of law in a nation (LAWPOP). The substantive content of the law may be relatively meaningless without the resources and procedures to enforce its terms, and lawyers are the primary resource. Culture also lacks a convenient proxy. While cultural effects might be modeled in different ways, this study divides the world into six cultural zones: East Asia, South Asia, Middle East, Africa, Latin America, and Europe. Nations are assigned to these groups geographically, with an eye to historic culture (e.g., the United States and Canada are assigned to the Europe category). 20 For the dependent variables of human rights and social welfare, the study uses a variety of secondary sources that have sought to quantify these variables across nations. The human rights proxies include the following: * POLRIGHT, a private organization's measure of such rights as democratic elections and the right to vote; " HUMFREED, the United Nations ranking of human rights, including primarily individual freedom and equality of rights; 24 and " DUEPROC, a private organization's rating of judicial rights, especially for criminal defendants.' Some of these rankings have suffered criticism for bias, either ethnocentric or ideological. 2 6 This article does not enter that debate but rather considers the conventionally established standards of individual liberty, which doubtless carry some value to many individuals. The proxies used to measure material social welfare including the following: " HUMDEVI, the United Nations human development index intended to measure overall human welfare, including such factors as GDP, life expectancy, and literacy; 27 " SOCWELF, the proportion of government revenues dedicated to social welfare expenditures; 2 " • QLIFERAN, a private organization's rating of overall quality of life, considering health, freedom, economics, and other factors; 2 9 • PQLI, a private measure of quality of life intended to focus on the status of the poorest citizens, including factors such as literacy and infant mortality; 30 and " ECOSOC, a private organization's rating of overall median human welfare. 3 The different sources have varying definitions of material well-being, but together they should capture the comparative material quality of life.
To identify any effects of GDP85, LAWPOP, or geographic culture on the dependent variables of human rights or social welfare, a regression model is fit as follows. For example, the equation for democratic rights is: 
III. RESULTS
The first test involved the human rights variables. For three of these variables (POLRIGHT, CIVLIB, and DUEPROC), a lower score or negative correlation coefficient is "better" (reflecting a higher level of the freedom measured). The results of this test are displayed in Table 1 . Significance levels are shown in parentheses below the coefficients. The geographic definition of culture plainly has an overpowering effect on the level of human rights across nations. Europe consistently scores higher levels of measured rights in every scale. Differences among other regions are significant but vary by scale. Table 2 contains exemplary pairwise comparisons of various cultures for the variable POLRIGHT, with law and wealth held constant. The table provides P-Values for each pair of cultures with "<" or">" signs to show the direction of a statistically significant difference. Thus, the "<" sign below indicates that the Middle East has a lower level of political rights than South Asia, holding the other variables constant.
[Vol. 7:2 Law has a statistically significant positive effect on political rights but no other individual rights variable, once the cultural variables are entered. This result is contrary to expectations, as one might have expected a stronger effect on due process and other individual rights that generally require legal assistance for vindication. In all cases, the direction of the coefficient for law was associated with higher levels of freedom, which may suggest some positive effect.
Wealth has a statistically significant positive effect on civil liberties and the United Nations human rights ranking, but not on other variables. However, wealth has a positive association for all variables (negative coefficients are for variables for which lower numbers mean more liberty) and approaches statistical significance for all. This encouraging result suggests that individual rights gain greater respect as a nation grows economically. It seems to suggest that greater wealth and more lawyers consistently tend to promote greater respect for freedom.
The same methodology was used to test relative levels of human welfare, and results are reported in Table 2 . One variable (ECOSOC) has an inverse direction between score and level of welfare such that smaller numbers reflect higher levels of welfare. As in the case of human rights, regional culture has a strong effect on material well-being. Europe consistently has higher levels of welfare for these dependent variables, even independent of the measured effects of wealth and law. The difference seen here between Europe, East Asia, and the other regions is much smaller, though, than in the freedom measures. Table 4 contains the significance levels for pairwise comparisons of the variable PQLI among the cultures. Statistically significant differences were found only for Africa or the Middle East as compared with other regions. Thus, although the nations of Africa are generally poor, these countries are not providing well for their poorest people, even accounting for their resource constraints. There are no significant differences among the cultures of East Asia, South Asia, Latin America, and Europe on this scale. Somewhat surprisingly, the rule of law has a pronounced association with material well-being. The number of lawyers correlated significantly with SOCWELF and QLIFERAN and was significant at the .10 level for HUM-DEVI and PQLI. The correlation is consistently positive. Contrary to expectation, the measured positive effect of lawyers on material welfare appears even greater than the measured effect on freedom.
Less surprisingly, national wealth also has a strong positive correlation with each material welfare variable. This is not simply a tautological finding, however. While average wealth is a component in some indices of wellbeing, the PQLI and HUMDEVI indices consider the welfare of poorer groups. Thus, this finding suggests that increasing overall GDP will incidentally benefit the middle class and poorer societal groups as well. This result fundamentally confirms that of others who reached this result with different scales to measure well-being. 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS
The results suggest that law, wealth, and culture all play a material role in protecting global individual freedoms and promoting material welfare. Culture, presumably, provides a basic level of rights and welfare that plainly differs across the world. European culture is associated with higher levels of individual freedoms. One might suspect this was attributable to Europe's higher level of wealth or rule of law, but the level of freedom is greater than in other regions, even holding those variables constant. The results should not be too unexpected, as individual freedom is in large part a Western construct 33 and may be ecdemic for other regional cultures. It is perhaps more noteworthy that European nations also have higher levels of material welfare for poorer inhabitants, even holding wealth constant. Several authors suggest that the Western emphasis on individual rights could actually undermine the ability of society communally to provide for its least advantaged, 34 but that does not appear to be the case in practice. European nations score the same or better on all scales of material well-being.
The results for the effect of law are less clear. Why would lawyers advance political rights much more than civil liberties? Why would lawyers promote overall welfare more than the sort of individual rights that presumably require judicial vindication? Study on the functioning and effects of lawyers in society is plainly inadequate." Further research on the role of law is needed.
National wealth has a positive effect on both freedom and welfare. A variety of authors have criticized the economists' traditional reliance on GDP as a measure of a nation's well-being, because GDP ignores many important nonmonetized social goods, including liberty.' While this criticism is facially accurate and fair, GDP may incidentally contribute to the growth of such nonmonetized goods and thus be a more adequate measure of welfare than the critics concede. This study suggests that greater levels of national wealth are associated with higher levels of individual freedom and overall human welfare, notwithstanding distributional and other problems of the monetized scale. However, GDP does not exclusively drive freedom and welfare variables, and law and culture remain important. One other important conclusion may be reached, at least tentatively. The purported conflict between negative and positive human rights does not appear. To the contrary, the two types of rights appear associated once one controls for law and wealth. Tables 2 and 4 show that the nations of certain regions are "underachievers" with respect to both positive and negative human rights. Plainly, eschewing individualist negative rights is not necessarily the way to advance positive rights of human welfare.
See
Finally, an important caveat is in order. This study treats law, wealth, and culture as exogenous factors that determine a society's levels of freedom and welfare. While this seems a reasonably necessary simplifying assumption, reality is somewhat more complex. There undoubtedly exist complex feedback loops through which, for example, greater freedom might increase national wealth or produce a greater role for law. Indeed, the causality might be entirely reversed. Rather than lawyers enhancing material welfare, it is possible that nations with higher levels of material welfare and freedom simply demand more lawyers. Barbara Newman and Randall Thomson suggest such reverse causality between PQLI and GDP, 37 though Enrico Colombatto challenges this suggestion." In any event, there remains an important association that suggests the presence of substantial positive externality values of wealth and also suggests the presence of those same values for law and lawyers. Recognition of these values should assist human rights planning and provide additional policy tools for promotion of such rights. 
